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Responses to Comments from State and Local Agency Letters 
 

 
This section provides responses to comments received on the IS/EA from state and local agencies.  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Summary of Comment Letters Received from  
State and Local Agencies  

Comment 
Code 

Agency Commenter Name 
Date 

Received 

Appendix 
G 

Page No. 

A-1 

 
Ventura County Watershed Protection District, 

Watershed Planning and Permits Division 
 

Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director 12/04/17 2 – 4  

A-2 
 

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
 

Alicia Stratton 12/04/17 5 – 8  

A-3 

 
State of California,  

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 

Scott Morgan, Director,  
State Clearinghouse 

12/05/17 9 – 10  

A-4 Ventura County Planning Division 
 

Linda Blackbern, Senior Planner 
 

12/07/17 11 – 12 

A-5 Ventura County Environmental Health Division 

 
Sean Debley, R.E.H.S., 

Supervising Environmental Health 
Specialist 

 

12/07/17 13 – 14  

A-6 

 
State of California,  

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,  
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 

Scott Morgan, Director,  
State Clearinghouse 

1/5/18 15 

A-7 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Betty J. Courtney,  

Environmental Program Manager, 
South Coast Region 

12/15/17 16 – 22 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-1 
Ventura County Watershed Protection District 
 
See following page. 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-1 
Ventura County Watershed Protection District 

 
 

 
A Location Hydraulic Report was prepared in April 2018, 

following circulation of the IS/EA.  The findings of the 

Location Hydraulic Report are included in section 2.2.1 

(Hydrology and Floodplain). 

 

Construction within the 100-year floodplain is not anticipated 

to substantially increase the base flood elevation. At this 

time, it is anticipated that a Conditional Letter of Map 

Revision (CLOMR) would be required with no revisions to 

the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood 

insurance rate maps.  A Final Flood Control Facilities 

Report/Final Location Hydraulic Report will be prepared 

during final project design.  Final reports will be prepared 

during final design to demonstrate that the design of the 

proposed project provides acceptable flood protection. The 

change in floodplain elevations would be evaluated based on 

final design plans of the bridges and other structures where 

they encroach on the 100-year floodplain. The modeling 

results would be included in the application for a CLOMR 

and LOMR, if required, which would be processed through 

the Ventura County Watershed Protection District (VCWPD) 

and FEMA. 

 

Caltrans will consider implementing an onsite stormwater 

detention system during final project design.  Additionally, 

Caltrans will follow the permit application process in order 

obtain a Watercourse Permit from the VCWPD and ensure 

that the project complies with the VCWPD Ordinance WP-2. 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-1 
Ventura County Watershed Protection District 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See previous page. 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-2 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

Response to Comment A-2.1 

As discussed as part of the Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis and as referenced in the FHWA’s 

latest Updated Interim Guidance on MSAT in NEPA Document dated October 8, 2016, Caltrans believes 

that, because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting the health impacts described, any 

predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties 

associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to 

decision makers, who would need to weigh this information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic 

congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response, that are better suited 

for quantitative analysis. 

To further illustrate the points made above and contained within the Initial Study with Proposed Mitigated 

Negative Declaration / Environmental Assessment (ISMND/EA) dated October 2017 and the Final 

MND/FONSI, it is noted that the FHWA reviewed health risk assessments for a hypothetical roadway under 

a National Cooperative Highway Research Program research project and three major roadway projects 

(FHWA-AZ-EIS-14-01-F): 

The FHWA’s review focused on the methodologies used in the studies and the findings related to the 

incremental health risk attributable to the projects.  All four of the health risk assessments involved very 

conservative assumptions regarding emissions and exposure. 

For example, each of the studies assumes constant near-term emissions rates, even though national 

projections by the EPA and the emissions analysis for this project show that there will be a large decline in 

emissions over the lifetime of the project.   

Likewise, all 4 of the modeling studies assume constant breathing of outdoor air at a fixed location for either 

30 years (1 study) or 70 years (3 studies).  They assume that people will not change residence (which occurs 

every 8 years on average in the United States), change jobs (which occurs every 3 years on average), or 

travel to different parts of a metropolitan area over the course of a given day (even though people travel 26 

miles per day on average).  The studies even assume that students will remain at elementary schools 24 

hours per day for 30 or 70 years.  These assumptions are not realistic and introduce a considerable amount of 

uncertainty into the results.  Even with these conservative assumptions, the 4 studies all report very low risk.  

Estimated incremental cancer risk from vehicle traffic at the worst-case location in each study ranged from 

0.08 case of cancer per million people to 2 cases per million people.  As a point of reference, the risk 

management framework in the EPA’s Air Toxics Risk Assessment Reference Library defines risk levels 

between 1 in 1 million and 100 in 1 million as “acceptable.”  (A risk level of “1 in 1 million” is frequently 

mentioned in discussions of cancer risk, but under EPA risk assessment guidelines, this represents a level 

below which risk is considered “negligible” and is not a standard or other type of pass/fail threshold).  For 

noncancerous health risks, the EPA uses a metric known as the “hazard quotient,” where the estimated risks 

for each pollutant are added together, and a total of less than 1 is considered acceptable.  Each of the 

locations modeled in 3 of the studies had hazard quotients from vehicle emissions of less than 1, in most 

cases much less; the remaining study did not calculate a hazard quotient.  In short, none of these health risk 

assessments for major roadway projects (including the 2 examples provided by the EPA) identified health 

risks in excess of the “acceptable” thresholds in the EPA’s risk management framework. 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-2 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

 
 
 

 

Response to Comment A-2.1 (continued) 

To help put these low health risks from roadway emissions 

into perspective, the FHWA compared them with health risks 

from traffic fatalities.  In 2010, there were 2.47 million 

deaths in the United States, and 32,728 of these were due to 

traffic fatalities, meaning that the risk of dying in a traffic 

accident in 2010 was 0.0106 percent.  Converted to terms of 

risk per million people, this represents a risk of 106 in 

1 million per year, or 7,420 in 1 million as a 70-year lifetime 

risk, consistent with cancer risk estimation.  While this risk is 

very high, and while the FHWA is actively working to 

improve highway safety, most people seem to consider this 

risk “acceptable” in the sense that they do not avoid vehicle 

trips to reduce it.  In addition, if the MSAT risk estimates in 

the studies summarized above are correct, it means that the 

incremental risk of cancer from breathing air near a major 

roadway is several hundred times lower than the risk of a 

fatal accident from using a major roadway.  The EPA must 

make decisions regarding acceptable risk when it develops 

regulations to control hazardous air pollutants (air toxics) 

under Titles II and III of the Clean Air Act.  The EPA’s 

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

for benzene emissions is based on attaining a risk level of no 

more than 100 cases of cancer per 1 million people.  The 

EPA’s 2007 mobile source air toxics rule, covering vehicles, 

fuels, and fuel containers, is designed to result in a remaining 

risk of approximately 5 in 1 million.  Both of these risk 

levels, considered acceptable by the EPA as an outcome of 

its rulemaking processes, are much higher than the estimated 

risk from the highway projects that the FHWA reviewed. 

 

A-2.1 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-2 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

 

 
 
  

Response to Comment A-2.2  
 

Reference is made to the project-level analyses of MSAT 

emissions from each of the 25 segments along the eastbound 

freeway and of the 23 segments along the westbound freeway.  

The magnitude of reduction in future diesel particulate matter 

(DPM) emissions (typically used as a surrogate in a health 

risk assessment) is well illustrated in the graphs included in 

Appendix F.  Each of the segments in the EB and WB 

direction is typically separated from one ramp to the next 

ramp in the same direction.  A more detailed description of 

the limits for each segment is provided in Tables in Appendix 

D.  According to available aerial photos, residential receptors 

along the proposed project are primarily concentrated in the 

areas between First Street and Tapo Canyon Road.  As 

provided in the Tables in Appendix D, these areas are located 

in close proximity of the segments numbered 14 through 25 in 

the EB direction; and 1 through 6 in the WB direction.  

Emissions of MSATs are summarized for these segments in 

Tables in Appendix E while emissions of DPMs along these 

segments are graphically illustrated in Appendix F.  As shown 

in the graphs of DPM emissions in all future years, those 

receptors near the segments along the EB and WB direction 

of the freeway are anticipated to experience reduction of at 

least 89 percent in 2025, 92 percent in 2030, and 94 percent in 

2040 when compared to the existing baseline conditions.  

Coupled such large reduction in future DPM emissions with 

the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting the health 

impacts and uncertainties associated with predicting the 

impacts, Caltrans believes that the results of such assessments 

would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to 

weigh this information against project benefits, such as 

reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus 

improved access for emergency response, that are better 

suited for quantitative analysis provided in the Final IS/EA. 

 
Response to Comments A-2.3 through A-2.5  
 
Section 2.2.6 (Air Quality) has been revised to address 

comments A-2.3 through A-2.5. 

 

 
 

A-2.2 

A-2.3 

A-2.4 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-2 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 

 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment A-2.6  
 

Monitoring data have been updated as noted.  As noted, the 

data had been obtained from monitoring activities before they 

were discontinued in 2004.  The ambient monitoring data table 

was revised with appropriate notes to indicate correct years 

from when the monitoring data were obtained. 

 

 
 
 
 
Response to Comments A-2.7 through A-2.8  
 
Section 2.2.6 (Air Quality) has been revised to address 

comments A-2.7 and A-2.8. 

 

A-2.4 

A-2.5 

A-2.6 

A-2.7 

A-2.8 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-3 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The statement that Caltrans has complied with the State 

Clearinghouse review requirement is acknowledged.  
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-3 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
 
See previous page. 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-4 
Ventura County Planning Division 

  
  
 
 

 

 

Response to Comment A-4.1 
 

Opportunities for wildlife movement within the project limits 

currently exist in the Arroyo Simi and Alamos Canyon areas.  

Outside of these locations, SR-118 and SR-23 pass through 

mostly developed areas of Simi Valley and Moorpark. 

 

The work proposed under the preferred alternative will include 

constructing eight pilings within the upper banks of Arroyo 

Simi.  Temporary fencing will be placed around the area to 

construct the pilings associated with the Arroyo Simi 

Overhead widening.  Construction of the pilings would not 

reduce the width of the Arroyo Simi or have any known 

reason to inhibit the use of the creek by wildlife.  See Figure 

34 in section 2.3.1 (Natural Communities) for the placement 

of the temporary fencing.   

 

Temporary fencing will be installed at the Alamos Canyon 

Undercrossing during construction.  See Figure 35 in section 

2.3.1 (Natural Communities) for the placement of the 

temporary fencing.  The placement of the temporary fencing 

would not create a barrier that spans the crossing within this 

wildlife movement area. The width of the westerly opening at 

Alamos Canyon would be maintained at approximately 22 ft. 

and the width of the easterly opening would be maintained at 

approximately 44 ft.  As a result, habitat connectivity would 

not be severed, substantially interfered or potentially blocked, 

and visual continuity would be maintained at this location.   

 
Potential indirect impacts related to noise and lighting during 

construction in the Arroyo Simi and Alamos Canyon areas 

would be minimized by restricting work to daytime hours.   
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-4 
Ventura County Planning Division 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Figures 25 through 31 have been added to section 2.2.7 

(Noise) to show the proposed soundwall locations.  As shown, 

the proposed soundwalls would be placed within existing 

developed areas, such as along roadways adjacent to single-

family and multi-family residences within the cities of Simi 

Valley and Moorpark, where wildlife movement is 

constrained.  As a result, the proposed soundwalls would not 

impede wildlife movement. 

 

The proposed median barrier would be installed throughout 

the project limits between 3 to 4 lanes of traffic along SR-23 

and SR-118.  Undeveloped land occurs on opposite sides of 

SR-118 between Collins Drive and Madera Road.  Outside of 

this stretch, SR-118 and SR-23 pass through mostly developed 

areas of Simi Valley and Moorpark.    

 

A permanent wildlife fence has been incorporated into the 

project design.  The fence will be installed on both sides of 

SR-118 between Collins Drive and Madera Road to direct 

wildlife through the Alamos Canyon Undercrossing, and 

through other existing structures (e.g., culverts, tunnels, etc.) 

in the area that could function as passageways for wildlife. 

The fence would be placed within Caltrans right-of-way and 

would be continuous to prevent wildlife from accessing the 

highway.  Specific design features/concepts (e.g., one-way 

gates, escape ramps, fence location, et. al.) and a 

monitoring/data collection plan to evaluate the fence’s 

effectiveness in directing wildlife to associated bridge 

undercrossings and large culverts/tunnels will be developed in 

conjunction with the cities of Moorpark and Simi Valley, the 

County of Ventura, National Park Service, Rancho Simi 

Recreation and Park District, the Nature Conservancy, and the 

Mountain Recreation and Conservation Authority.   
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-5 
County of Ventura Environmental Health Division 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

All work will take place within State right-of-way, and there will 

be no disturbance to the County Yard Site #62 as a result of the 

proposed project.  The site has been identified in the Affected 

Environment discussion in section 2.2.5 (Hazardous 

Waste/Material). 

 

Caltrans will submit a post-closure monitoring plan to comply 

with the requirements and conditions specified in Title 27 CCR, 

Article 2.  Also, a site investigation will be conducted during the 

project final design phase. 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-5 
County of Ventura Environmental Health Division 

 

See previous page. 
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Response(s) to Comment Letter A-6 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
  

The comment letter from the California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW) was received via email on December 

15, 2017.  Responses to the comments in the CDFW letter can 

be found on pages 18 through 21 of this appendix. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A-7 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
See pages 18 – 21 of this appendix. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A-7 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
See pages 18 – 21 of this appendix. 
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Responses to Comment Letter A-7 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

Response to Comment A-7.1  
 

The CDFW recommendation of Alternative 3 as the least 

impactful alternative for biological resources is 

acknowledged. 

A-7.1 



Responses to Comments from State and Local Agencies  

 

State Route 118 Widening Project Appendix G 19 

 

Responses to Comment Letter A-7 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response to Comment A-7.2 
 

The potential impacts to lake, stream or riparian resources, 

along with applicable avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and 

reporting commitments, are fully identified in section 2.3 

(Biological Environment).  Concurrence from the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) regarding impact 

analysis and proposed mitigation was previously achieved 

through early coordination.   

 

Focused surveys were conducted by qualified personnel 

during appropriate time of year.  Such focused surveys would 

be conducted by qualified personnel again within one year 

prior to clearing and grubbing during the appropriate time of 

year.  Caltrans and our certified qualified biologists are 

familiar with the website provided and refer to it often. 

A-7.2 
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Responses to Comment Letter A-7 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment A-7.3 
 
The identified references in section 2.3.1 (Natural 

Communities) have been corrected.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Response to Comment A-7.4 
 

Focused surveys would again be conducted for these species 

by qualified biologists during the appropriate season within 

one year prior to clearing and grubbing.  Should any of these 

species be found, Caltrans will coordinate with California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife to develop appropriate 

mitigation measures.  Because none were found during site 

surveys, none are expected to be impacted with the 

implementation of the proposed project and therefore no 

mitigation measures are warranted at this time.    

A-7.4 

A-7.3 
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Responses to Comment Letter A-7 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife  

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Response to Comment A-7.5 
 
Caltrans is aware of the status and level of protection of white-

tailed kite.  No impact to this species would occur with the 

implementation of this project. 

 

Response to Comment A-7.6 
 

The Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

discussion for section 2.3.3 (Plant Species), as well as 

Appendix C, have been revised for clarification regarding the 

avoidance measures indicated by the commenter. 

 

Table 43 lists the potential impacts to Mulefat habitat area 

mapped within the Arroyo Simi.  No impacts to these 

resources would occur with the implementation of 

Alternatives 1 and 3. 

 

Response to Comment A-7.7 
 

A focused floristic survey was conducted by qualified 

biologists within the project limits and surrounding area 

during the appropriate time of year. Habitat was mapped using 

plant community mapping guidelines provided on California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife website.  Impact analysis was 

conducted based on such results.   

 

A-7.5 

A-7.6 

A-7.7 
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Responses to Comment Letter A-7 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 

See pages 18 – 21 of this appendix. 
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